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Abstract 
Tertiary institutions are moving towards more 
flexible teaching and learning environments. 
Relationships between tertiary teaching and 
learning modes, student outcomes, and learning 
perceptions have engaged partial studies. This 
article employs a holistic view. It develops and 
tests a tertiary teaching and learning environment 
from a value enhancement approach. Here 
student-preferred teaching and learning modes are 
assessed. The tertiary institution teaching and 
learning offerings or modes are mapped against 
student learning outcomes, as defined by the 
tertiary institution ‘business enhancement 
measurement model’. This research shows tertiary 
institutions can more closely align their educational 
teaching and learning solutions towards their 
student’s perceived learning requirements, whilst 
also enhancing its student’s skills.  
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Tertiary institutions educate and proactively 
instruct learners to acquire high levels of 
knowledge and skills. They up-skill and train 
students deploying: (1) enhancement, 
implementation and impact measures; (2) learning 
assimilation enhancement processes; and (3) 
diagnosing impediments successful learning 
enhancements [2][3] and deliver learning enhanced 
student solutions [29]. These learning improvement 
cycles operate in a similar manner to business 
‘plan-do-check-act’ quality cycles [41][14][16]. 
Thus, both the product and/or quality of the service 
are engaged, student knowledge application 
solutions are continually revamped, and best 
student learning options are sought for each student 
cohort [46][48][18].  
Closely aligned, tertiary institution 
knowledge-application solutions [22][23][24] may 
capture combinations of traditional, blended or 
flexible learning modes [13][20]. These in-turn, 
may affect performance outcomes of the students. 
These measures (capturing teaching and learning 
effectiveness) are related to the student learning 
processes. Quality tertiary teaching and learning 
institutions aim to balance their tight budgets, meet 
student expectations and deliver targeted, 
business-acceptable graduate solutions [39].  
Tertiary teaching and learning modes remain 
an issue for tertiary education institutions and for 
their engaging students [15]. They are also an issue 
for tertiary staff grappling with the demands of 
workload, research, and administration whilst also 
targeting their lecturing delivery of high quality 
programs [42] and are often executed within the 
confines of tight departmental funding, institutional 
streamlining and budgetary constraints [39].  
Tertiary students outcomes are built on: (1) 
their acquired skills and outcomes – captured as 
their: interpersonal, informational, analytical and 
behavioural components [8]; (2) their perceived 
learning like: satisfaction, experiences, value and 
quality [43][31]; and (3) their student perceived 
satisfaction transitions towards their employment 
future and/or perceived business related workplace 
successes. Students see their potential tertiary 
outcomes as both workplace performance services 
and acquired value-adding services for their chosen 
future workplace destinations [32]. Students expect 
to emerge from tertiary institutions with skills sets: 
capable of reasoned thought; reliable and critically 
appraised research; ideas transposition, skills and 
knowledge adaptation, strong interpersonal skills 
[12][33]. They expect the tertiary institution to 
equip them with skills relevant to their future agile 
and flexible workplace environments [5][9][11]. 
In the global workplace, flexibility offers a 
pathway towards delivering appropriate responses 
to customer generated requests [50]. Pine, Bart & 
Boynton [3] suggest a business with customised 
offerings can better target its customer’s need and 
preferences (and at customer acceptable price 
settings). Zipkin [50], adds that 
technology-enhanced, customer-integrated business 
solutions jointly capturing combined effects from: 
(1) customer connection; (2) process flexibility; 
and (3) logistics, can add value to the customer 
generated solution – and do so in a cost efficient 
manner. Ansari and Mela [1] add that visually 
pleasing web-based solutions, built on 
intelligently-tapped digital sources, and 
downstream business network capabilities, can be 
A Tertlary Level Empirical Study 1031 
The 9th International Conference on Electronic Business, Macau, November 30 - December 4, 2009 
selectively programmed towards specific 
customized solutions. Such selectively 
programmed, web-connected processes, can deliver, 
in near real-time, a chosen customised business 
solution to the customer Murthi and Sarkar [38]. 
The capturing of individual customer, 
web-connected data, in near real time, may enable 
the delivery of targeted customer solutions. This 
customer-specific process is termed 
‘personalization’ [38]. But, personalisation may 
also be more complex, and may require special 
networked technologies. Hamilton and Selen [27] 
show technology-networked solutions, built 
stepwise, from the customer engaging front-end 
into the business’s networked back-end systems, 
and tapped intelligently to track customer shifts, 
can even more closely align the business and it is 
offerings towards each customer’s specific 
requirements. They term this arrangement 
‘customerisation’ – where one business ideally 
provides a solution to just one customer each time. 
Tam and Ho [45], and Jackson [30] suggest digital 
content and knowledge-requested services when 
targeted to individual customers, move the 
customerisation processes closer to reality. 
Thirumalai and Sinha [47] show customisation (or 
customerisation) may be split into stages as a 
customer three step process. They suggest there is: 
(1) a decision to engage stage, then: (2) a service 
and/or product selection stage, and finally: (3) a 
transaction stage, completes the process. Thus, to 
better engage with the customer, the business may 
adopt a ‘more flexible’ approach towards its 
delivery modes.  
Today, intelligently-networked, changeable, 
business-delivery modes, along with their 
generated customer engagement perceptions, can 
intelligently programmed into business front-end 
business-customer interface solutions [23]. These 
approaches mean the modern business can trend 
towards offering greater flexibility and value 
adding in its attempts to best answer each 
customer’s enquiry. Hence, a tertiary education 
business (with students as its customers) may 
follow similar customerising pathways, as it seeks 
to more closely emulate such emerging flexible and 
agile business approaches. 
 
Tertiary Teaching and Learning Modes  
In the tertiary education environments, Collis and 
Moonen [11] map degrees of flexibility, and the 
goal of learning activities into four quadrants. 
Quadrant one resembles traditional teaching and 
learning. It typically occurs in a teacher-directed 
environment, with instructor-to-student(s) 
interactions occurring in live, synchronous-rich, 
face-to-face learning environments [36][34] 
[5][7][19]. 
Quadrant two captures a form of blended 
learning termed blended enhanced learning. 
Blended enhanced learning encapsulates ‘the what’, 
‘the where’, and ‘the when’ of learning [28], and 
may be defined as ‘a combination of instructional 
media or learning systems that combine 
face-to-face instructions with computer assisted 
learning management systems’ [4][7][9][20][49]. 
Blended enabled learning is primarily focused on 
delivering additional flexibility to the students, 
whilst providing similar, but different learning 
components or learning opportunities more in line 
with agreed student desired and educator accepted 
outcomes. Thus, personal and/or team-based, 
student-centered, real-world learning materials, 
relevant to the learning focus, may be added to the 
learning offerings, but they are still tied to aspects 
of teacher-lead traditional learning mode 
frameworks. Here, a traditional learning 
environment is typically supplemented by on-line, 
or computer-mediated, learning elements and/or 
technology-equipped virtual classrooms engaging 
the student with learning experience extensions like 
discussion boards, social networks, gaming 
environments, personal blogs, and virtual teams.  
Quadrant three approaches may involve 
contributions to the professional tertiary learning 
environment from both the students and the various 
instructor teams. Overall, more personally 
engaging activities are experienced by each student. 
A range of student-centered learning activities are 
engaged to increase the richness of learning. For 
example, (1) role plays; (2) case studies 
presentations; (3) problem solving activities; (4) 
instructor podcasts and simulations; and (5) 
web-located teaching support materials may be 
included. 
Quadrant four portrays a flexible learning 
environment. Here, instructors are directly involved 
in the planning, monitoring and setting of each 
individual student’s learning quality, value, skills, 
controls, and satisfaction issues. This one-on-one 
style curriculum between the provider and the 
learner has been termed a ‘customerised’ service 
provision [22]. This often unique, negotiated and 
pre-agreed unique learning framework allows for a 
radical transformation of pedagogies. Flexible 
learning moves the learning dimension from a 
model where learners are just receivers of 
information, to a model where learners actively 
construct learning and knowledge. The dynamic 
interactions within this learning environment 
enable intellectual activities which may be 
transformed through technology  [7]. For example, 
students engaging in intellectual discussions 
through collaborative learning modes like 
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discussion boards and wikis may transform 
individual ideas and research into shared 
knowledge. 
Biggs [6], Bonk and Graham [7], Cybinski 
and Selvananthan [13], Michinov and Michinov 
[35], Georgouli, Skalkidis & Guerreiro [20], 
Hamilton and Tee [25][26] have shown the four 
teaching and learning modes (face-to-face, 
blended-enabled, blended-enhanced or flexible) 
established above, show differences in their 
learning and engagement approaches, and these 
relate to student learning forming a ‘Cone of 
Learning’ continuum [26]. This ‘Cone of Learning’ 
continuum, built on the student learning areas of 
the Biggs [6] 3P teaching and learning model, is 













Figure 1: The Cone of Learning, Hamilton and Tee 
[26]. 
It portrays increasing complexity in the 
resultant learning mode offerings options - as more 
activities (like participation in and the level of 
learning experiences required) are engaged in 
conjunction with inherent student factors (like the 
personal learning skills set brought by the student), 
and whilst delivering optimal student learning 
outcomes options (like acquired student learning 
skills and optimal acquired quality of student 
learning). Thus, as one progresses from the 
face-to-face base level (or traditional learning 
mode approaches) towards the more complex 
flexible learning mode approaches, far greater total 
student learning outcomes effects are projected 
shown to be delivered [26].  
At the flexible learning end of the ‘Cone of 
Learning’ complex mixes of timing and flexibility; 
content and flexibility; entry requirements; 
instructional and resources deployment approaches, 
and delivery and logistics [11] , along with the 
delivery of: the ‘what’, the ‘where’, the ‘when’, the 
‘how’ and aspects of the ‘why’ associated with the 
learning processes may be engaged as potential 
contributors to the student learning processes [25]. 
The ‘Cone of Learning’ also displays blurred 
boundaries between different teaching and learning 
modes. Michinov and Michinov [35] support the 
blurring of boundaries between the face-to-face and 
blended teaching and learning modes, and 
Georgouli, Skalkidis, and Guerreiro [20] indicate a 
similar situation between blended and flexible 
teaching and learning modes. This paper adds 
another dimension to Hamilton and Tee’s [26] 
‘Cone of Learning’ continuum by expanding the 
blended section into a lower-level or 
blended-enabled mode and a higher-level or 
blended-enhanced mode, again with blurred 
boundaries. This reconstruction of the ‘Cone of 













Figure 2: The Cone of Learning Reconstruction, 
adapted from Hamilton and Tee [26]. 
 
Research Study 
We now test the model above using the four 
teaching and learning modes outlined above against 
224 first year business students, with constructs 
developed from a literature and focus group based, 
seven point Likert scale teaching and learning 
modes questionnaire, built under normal survey 
instrument validation and development approaches 
[21]. We engage a structural equation modelling 
approach, investigating possible paths and path 
strengths, and observing the levels of total learning 
effects generated under each model. We follow the 
structural equation modeling procedures of 
Hamilton and Tee, [26], and apply this research 
against the well established Biggs [6] 3P teaching 
and learning approach. We rearrange this approach 
using the teaching mode as the independent 
construct, and use this teaching-generated learning 
experience setter approach to generate the Biggs 
four construct blocks for each of the traditional, 
blended-enhanced, blended-enabled and flexible 
teaching and learning mode delivery systems. We 
model our study as shown in Figure 3.  
Experience Setter 
To fully investigate possible pathways we 
also test for an additional pathway to that used by 
Biggs [6], and test for a path between student 
factors and learning outcomes.Factor reduction of 
potential construct measures (all measure residuals 
below 0.05 and with no cross-loading measures 
above 0.3) delivered reliable, internally consistent, 
single indicator constructs for each teaching and 
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Chi Sq 15.495 df 11 Bollen-Stine p 0.828
RMSEA 0.043 RMR 0.05 TLI 0.984
CFI 0.992 GFI 0.981 AGFI 0.951
Chi Sq 15.965 df 10 Bollen-Stine p 0.703
RMSEA 0.051 RMR 0.036 TLI 0.978
CFI 0.99 GFI 0.98 AGFI 0.943
Chi Sq 18.394 df 10 Bollen-Stine p 0.572
RMSEA 0.061 RMR 0.034 TLI 0.972
CFI 0.987 GFI 0.978 AGFI 0.938
Chi Sq 10.823 df 9 Bollen-Stine p 0.975
RMSEA 0.03 RMR 0.037 TLI 0.993
CFI 0.997 GFI 0.987 AGFI 0.958
Traditional Learning Mode Parameter Estimates Generated
Blended Enhanced Learning Mode Parameter Estimates Generated
Blended Enablend Learning Mode Parameter Estimates Generated
Flexible Learning Mode Parameter Estimates Generated
CONSTRUCTS
Traditional 








Student Factors 0.34 0.41 0.62 0.74
Learning 
Experiences 0.43 0.42 0.52 0.60
Learning Outcomes 0.30 0.40 0.48 0.51
Average 0.35 0.41 0.54 0.62
learning mode learning block. Using each resultant 
factor reduction construct, along with 
corresponding Cronbach alpha (each was above 
0.75 indicating composite reliability), and its 
associated standard deviation, the relevant 
construct load and associated error are determined 
[37]. The structural equation models, built in 
AMOS 16, are then developed, exposing all the 
relevant significant paths for each teaching and 
learning mode. No significant bi-directional 
pathways were found. Bootstrapping successfully 
checked sample invariance and the Bollen-Stine p 
was above 0.05 - as required for each model. 
Model fit measures for each teaching and learning 

















Figure 3: Biggs 3P Model used as Learning  
 
Discussion 
Our four teaching and learning mode models, with 
their key measures shown in Table 1, in each case, 
display excellent ‘goodness-of-fit’ across all 
parameters. Our net-learning pathways effects into 
each learning block (shown in Table 2) also 
demonstrate that blended learning delivery mode 
systems may be further split into two distinct 
blocks, with blended enabled learning delivering 
higher degrees of net-learning-effects. This study 
also indicates that as the student factors like 
personal skills and ability, and motivation increase 
the student’s capacity to operate in a more flexible 
environment, and to draw in higher levels of 
learning increase. This in-turn also impacts on 
increased levels of student perceived learning 
achievements or outcomes.  
 This study also lends support to the ‘Cone of 
Learning’, with more complexity in learning 
offerings and challenges, also driving greater 
student perceived learning outcomes. Traditional 
teaching and learning (as the simpler learning 
structure) is seen by students as a low net-learning 
environment. The blended-enhanced teaching and 
learning mode, with components of negotiated 
work in combination with traditional mode 
activities, is seen as the next strongest learning 
deliverer. The blended-enabled teaching and 
learning mode also capturing traditional and 
blended-enhancing offerings is perceived by 
students as offering the next highest overall 
net-learning-effects solution. The flexible teaching 
and learning modes delivery system where: 
anytime, anywhere, anyhow, 
individually-negotiated learning, is recognised by 
tertiary institutions and by participating students as 
legitimate, is seen as the learning system capturing 
aspects of the other modes where appropriate, 
whilst also delivering highest net-learning 
outcomes. 
 
Table 1: Learning Experience Setter Teaching 


















Table 2: Net-Learning-Effect Measures Delivered 











Finally, this study also supports the existence 
of an increasingly complex learning continuum as 
proposed by Bonk and Graham [7], and Georgouli, 
Skalkidis, and Guerreiro [20]. Here, higher levels 
of student factor, learning experience and learning 
outcomes all suggest movement in the same 
positive net-learning-effects direction - as teaching 
and learning modes move from traditional towards 
flexible learning approaches, As such, this work 
suggests the static four quadrant view of teaching 
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Monen [11], should be shown as a learning 
continuum, with no clear boundaries between 
learning modes as shown in our Cone of Learning. 
 
Conclusions 
Tertiary teaching and learning modes, built on 
teaching context constructs outlined herein, show 
differences in net student learning effects and these 
can be ‘fitted’ into a ‘Cone of Learning’ continuum. 
Here, four zones of increasing complexity in 
teaching and learning mode (traditional, to 
blended-enhanced, to blended-enabled, through to 
flexible) offerings may be engaged, with each 
mode housing a different set of net student learning 
options. This results in different levels of perceived 
student learning outcomes being achieved. 
The ‘Cone of Learning’ continuum, arising as 
one moves from the base level (or traditional 
teaching and learning mode) through to more 
complex teaching and learning mode approaches, 
indicates students perceive that differing degrees of 
teaching modes and approaches, deliver different 
net-learning outcomes, and that these may be 
explained as a single teaching and learning mode, 
or under more complex learning approaches as 
some combination of selected teaching and 
learning mode components as suggested by this 
research. If developed and used wisely the ‘Cone of 
Learning’ may be used to build a powerful tertiary 
institution teaching and learning positional and 
benchmarking tool. 
This research is not able to capture the exact 
transition borders between the teaching and 
learning mode levels within the ‘Cone of Learning’ 
and it is seen as a continuum with blurred 
boundaries, and showing various degrees of 
overlap across modes and across transitions. 
Further, we cannot prove there are only three 
dimensions to the ‘Cone of Learning’ continuum, 
nor can we definitely conclude the three 
dimensions of Biggs 3P model used herein 
definitely act at ninety degrees to each other. 
Finally, it is likely that a fourth dimension – time 
exists and that the model is even more complex 
than that shown. We suggest this because we 
suspect, multi-level, hierarchical model 
development options may exist, and further these 
may also require the capture additional 
dichotomous (or even ordered categorical) 
outcomes constructs. Hence, new longitudinal 
surveys, along with structural equation modeling 
and Mplus analysis toolkits may be required to 
research such situations. 
 
References 
[1] Ansari. A., and Mela, C. (2003). 
“E-customization,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 40(2), 2004, pp.131-145. 
[2] Barrie, S. “Understand what we mean by the 
generic attributes of graduates,” Higher 
Education, 51(2), 2006, pp.215-241.  
[3] Barrie, S. “Conceptual framework for the 
teaching and learning of generic graduate 
attributes,” Studies in Higher Education, 
2007, 32 (4), 2007, pp.439-458. 
[4] Baugher, D., Varanelli, A., and Weisbord, E. 
“Student hits in an internet-supported course: 
How can instructors use them and what do 
they mean?” Decision Sciences Journal of 
Innovative Education, 1(2), 2003, 
pp.159-179. 
[5] Beattie, K., and James, R. “Flexible 
coursework delivery to Australian 
postgraduates: How effective is the teaching 
and learning,” Higher Education, 33(2), 1997, 
pp.177–194. 
[6] Biggs, J. Teaching for quality learning at 
university (2nd ed.). Berkshire, UK: Open 
University Press, 2003. 
[7] Bonk, C., and Graham C. The Handbook of 
Blended Learning: Global perspectives, local 
design. San Francisco CA: Pfeiffer, 2005.  
[8] Boyatzis, R., and Kolb, D. “From learning 
style to learning skills: the executive skills 
profile,” Journal of Management Psychology, 
10(5), 1995, pp.3-17. 
[9] Brew, L. “The Role of Student Feedback in 
evaluating and revising a blended learning 
course,” The Internet and Higher Education, 
11(2), 2008, pp.1-31.  
[10] Bryant, K., Campbell, J., and Kerr, D. 
“Impact of web based flexible learning on 
academic performance in information 
systems,” Journal of Information Systems 
Education, 14(1), 2003, pp.41-50.  
[11] Collis, B., and Moonen, J. “Flexible learning 
in a digital world,” Open Learning: The 
Journal of Open and Distance Learning, 
17(3), 2002, pp.217-230. 
[12] Cully, M. “Working in harmony: The links 
between the labour market and the education 
and training market in Australia,” 7th 
International Seminar: Linkage between 
Higher Education and Labor Market, Seoul, 
16-20 Nov 2004, pp.1-16. 
[13] Cybinski, P. and Selvananthan, S. “Learning 
experience and learning effectiveness in 
undergraduate statistics: Modeling 
performance in traditional and flexible 
learning environment,” Decision Science 
Journal of Innovative Education, 3(2), 2005, 
pp.251-271. 
[14] Deming, E. The New Economics for Industry, 
Government, Education (2nd ed.). MIT Press, 
2000. 
[15] Dill, D., and Soo, M. “Academic quality, 
A Tertlary Level Empirical Study 1035 
The 9th International Conference on Electronic Business, Macau, November 30 - December 4, 2009 
league tables, and public policy: A 
cross-national analysis of university ranking 
systems,” Higher Education, 49(4), 2005, 
pp.495–533. 
[16] Finch, B. Operations Now: Supply Chain 
Profitability and Performance. New York, 
NY: McGraw-Hill Irwin, 2008. 
[17] Flood, B., and Wilson, R. “An exploration of 
the learning approaches of prospective 
professional accountants in Ireland,” 
Accounting Forum, 32(3), 2008, pp.225-239. 
[18] Forbes, L., and Hamilton, J. (2004). Building 
An International Student Market: Educational 
- Balanced Scorecard Solutions for Regional 
Australian Cities. International Education 
Journal, 3(4), 501-520.  
[19] Gamliel, E., and Davidovitz, L. Online versus 
traditional teaching evaluation: mode can 
matter. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 30(6), 2005, pp.581–59.  
[20] Georgouli, K., Skalkidis, I., and Guerreiro, P. 
(2008). “A framework for adopting LMS to 
introduce e-learning in a traditional course,” 
Education Technology and Society, 11(2), 
2008, pp.227-240. 
[21] Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., and Anderson 
R. Multivariate Data Analysis: A Global 
Perspective. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Pearson Prentice Hall, 2010. 
[22] Hamilton, J. Building and managing modern 
e-services. In: Dr. Qingyu Zhang (Ed.), 
E-Supply Chain Technologies and 
Management, 3, 2007, pp.80-100, Arkansas: 
Idea Group Inc. 
[23] Hamilton, J. “The Services Gateway 
Framework: Innovations for the Customer 
Interface,” The E-Business Review, 8(1), 
2008, 127-130. 
[24] Hamilton, J. “A customer-centric approach to 
Front-end business intelligence deployment,” 
E-Business Review, 9(1), 2009, pp.98-106.  
[25] Hamilton, J., and Tee, S. “Building the 
tertiary institution enhancement measurement 
model,” E Business Review, 9(1), 2009a, 
pp.113-117. 
[26] Hamilton, J., and Tee, S. “Smart utilization of 
tertiary teaching and learning modes,” 
Computers and Education, Under Review. 
2009b. 
[27] Hamilton. J., and Selen, W. “Enabling real 
estate service chain management through 
personalised Web interfacing using QFD,” 
International Journal of Production and 
Operations Management, 24(3), 2004, 
pp.270-288. 
[28] Hill, J. “Flexible learning environments: 
Leveraging the affordances of flexible 
delivery and flexible learning,” Innovative 
Higher Education, 31(3), 2006, pp.187-197. 
[29] Holsapple, C., and Lee-Post, A. “Defining 
Assessing and promoting e-learning: and 
information systems perspective,” Decision 
Sciences Journal of Innovative Education, 
4(1), 2006, pp.67-85.  
[30] Jackson, T. “Personalization and CRM,” 
Database Marketing and Customer Strategy 
Management, 15(1), 2007, pp.24-36. 
[31] Johnson, D., and Johnson, R. Learning 
together and alone (3rd ed.) Sydney, 
Australia: Allyn and Bacon, 1999. 
[32] Lowry, D., Molloy, S., and McGlennon, S. 
“Future skill needs: Projection and 
employers’ view,” National Centre for 
Vocational Education Research (NCVER): 
Report to Australian Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relation, 2008, pp.1-35. 
[33] Martin, A., Milne-Home, J., Barrett, J., 
Spalding, E., and Jones, G.. “Graduate 
satisfaction with university and perceived 
employment preparation,” Journal of 
Education and Work, 13(2), 2000, 199-213. 
[34] McCarthy, J., and Anderson, L. “Active 
learning techniques versus traditional 
teaching styles: Two experiments from 
history and political science,” Innovative 
Higher Education, 24(4), 2000, pp.279-294.  
[35] Michinov, N. and Michinov, E. “Face-to-face 
contact at the midpoint of an online 
collaboration: its impact on the patterns of 
participation, interaction affect, and 
behaviour over time,” Computers and 
Education, 50(4), 2008, pp.1540-1557. 
[36] Miller, J., and Groccia, J. “Are four heads 
better than one? A comparison of cooperative 
and traditional teaching formats in an 
introductory biology course,” Innovative 
Higher Education, 21(4), 1997, pp.253-273. 
[37] Munck, I. Model building in comparative 
education. Applications of LISREL method to 
cross-national survey. Stockholm, Sweden: 
Almqvist & Wiksell International. 1979. 
[38] Murthi, B., and Sarkar, S. “The role of 
management sciences in research on 
personalization,” Management Science, 
49(10), 2003, pp.1344-1362. 
[39] Peterson, R., Berenson, M., Misra, R., and 
Radosevich, D. “An Evaluation of factors 
regarding students’ assessment of faculty in 
the business school,” Decision Sciences 
Journal of innovative Education, 6(2), 2008, 
pp.375-402. 
[40] Pine, B., ll, Bart, V., and Boynton, A. 
“Making mass customization work,” Harvard 
Business Review, 71(5) (Sept/Oct) 1993, 
pp.108-119. 
1036 John Hamilton, Singwhat Tee 
The 9th International Conference on Electronic Business, Macau, November 30 - December 4, 2009 
[41] Shewhart, W. “Economic Control of Quality 
of Manufactured Product,” In: American 
Society for Quality, 50th Anniversary 
Commemorative Issue, December 1980.  
[42] Stella, A., and Woodhouse, D. 
“Benchmarking in Australian higher 
education: A thematic analysis of AUQA 
audit reports,” Australian Universities 
Quality Agency (AUQA), Occasional 




[43] Sun, P., Tsai, R., Finger, G., and Chen, Y. 
“What drives a successful e-learning? An 
empirical investigation of the critical factors 
influencing learners’ satisfaction,” Computers 
and Education, 50(4), 2008, pp.1183-1202 
[44] Johnson, D., and Johnson, R. Learning 
together and alone (3rd ed.. Sydney, 
Australia: Allyn and Bacon. 1999. 
[45] Tam, K., and Ho, S. “Understanding the 
impact of web personalization on user 
information processing and decision 
outcomes,” MIS Quarterly, 30(4), 2006, 
pp.865-890. 
[46] Taylor, J. “Flexible delivery: The 
globalisations of lifelong learning,” Indian 
Journal of Open Learning, 7(1), 1998, 
pp.55-65. 
[47] Thirumalai, S., and Sinha, K. “Customer 
satisfaction with order fulfillment in retail 
supply chains: Implications of product type 
in electronic B2C transactions,” Journal of 
Operations Management, 23(3/4), 2009, 
pp.291-303. 
[48] Trigwell, K., and Prosser, M. “Improving the 
quality of student learning: The influence of 
learning context and student approaches to 
learning on learning outcomes,” Higher 
Education, 22(3), 1991, pp.251-266. 
[49] Yudko, E., Hirokawa, R., and Chi, R. 
“Attitudes beliefs and attendance in a hybrid 
course,” Computers and Education, 50(4), 
2008, pp.1217-1227. 
[50] Zipkin, P. “Does manufacturing need a JIT 
revolution?” Harvard Business Review, 69(1), 
1991, pp.40-50.
 
